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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
This is an appeal by Adora Doucette of a decision of the D. C.
Superior Court for the District of Columbia seeking a review of the
Honorable Judge Hiram E. Puig-Lugo’s decision granting the Appellee’s
motion to compel arbitration. The Appellant contends that the arbitration

agreement she utilized in using the Appellee’s electrical motor scooter was



unconscionable in that it was one of adhesion and should not have been
enforced. The court ruled that the arbitration agreement was one of adhesion
but is not unconscionable (Court’s ruling, R 62, trans 10/25/21, pg. 156,)
and therefore, granted the Appellee’s motion to enforce the arbitration.
Procedural History

On or about December 22, 2020, the Appellant filed this complaint in
this Court for negligence against the Appellant, Neutron Holding, d/b/a
Lime, Inc., resulting from injuries sustained as the result of the scooter R1,
Apx 13. On July 22, 2021, the Appellee filed its verified answer (Apx 17,),
followed by the motion to compel arbitration on 09/28/21. R54, Apx 30. On
10/12/21, the Appellant filed her opposition to the Appellee’s motion to
compel arbitration. R57, Apx 110. On October 25, 2021, the court granted
the Appellant’s motion to compel arbitration. R62, Apx 156. The court
granted the Appellee’s motion based on its analyst of Keeton vs. Wells
Fargo and Eastern Auto, 987 A.2d 118, D.C., 2018. Id., Woodroofvs.
Cunning, 147 A.3d 777 (D.C. 2016), and Andrews v. American Import
Center, 110 A.3d 626, R 156, Apx 156.

The court ruled that based on the procedural aspect of the arbitration
agreement, it found that the arbitration agreement provided “both parties are

bound by the outcome of the arbitration. The entity that would conduct the



arbitration is a neutral entity. It’s not an entity that favors one side or the
other., and the cost of the litigation will depend on what comes out of the
arbitration. So both parties are essentially treated in the same way.” Apx
156, pg. The court in its ruling “found that the contract here, although an
adhesion contract is not unconscionable” Id., Apx 169, § 5-17 and granted
the Appellee’s motion to compel. Cowrt’s October 25, 2021, motion
hearing. R62, Apx 156. On 11/22/21, the Appellant filed a motion to
amend or in the alternative alter the court’s ruling. R65, Apx 173. The court
denied the Appellant’s motion on R 66, Apx 178. On 12/30/21, the
Appellant filed her notice of appeal. R 69, Apx 180.
Statement of Facts

That on or about July 7, 2018, the Appellant was on 5 Street, N.W.,
Washington, D. C. and rented one of the Appellee’s electrical scooters (e-
scooters), it had for rent in the Washington, D.C. area. The Appellant used
the Appellee’s application to rent said scooter. Said application apparently
had an arbitration agreement consisting of 36 pages. Apx 120. The
Appellant downloaded the application and completed the transaction
consisted of using a credit card to purchase the use of said scooter. The
Appellant was injured as she approached an enter section and attempted to

brake, the scooter accelerated and the brakes failed and would not allow the



Appellant to stop. As aresult, she collided with a cyclist and fell and
fractured her leg. The Appellant sustained permanent injuries.
JURISDICTION

D.C. Code § 11-721(a)(2)(A), 16-4427(a)(1). This appeal is from an
order granting the Appellee’s motion to compel arbitration.
STANDARD OF REVIEW

A trial court’s findings are reviewed for clear error by the Court of
Appeals, and its conclusions of law are reviewed de novo. James v. United
States, 829 A.2d 963, 965 (D.C. 2003); United States v. White, 689 A.2d
535,537 (D.C. 1997).

ARGUMENTS

I. The Trial Court Erred in its Findings that the arbitration
agreement between the parties was not unconscionable

The Court erred in its finding that the arbitration agreement was not
unconscionable. The court in its analyst looked at the procedural aspect of
the agreement and made its ruling based on its finding that the procedural
aspects of the agreement were in essence fair. The court ruled that both
parties are bound by the outcome of the arbitration, that the entity that would
conduct the arbitration is a neutral entity, and the cost of the litigation will

depend on what comes out of the arbitration; and that both parties are



essentially treated in the same way. R.156 (Trans. of court’s ruling dated
10/25/21).

The court in making this determination as to the procedural aspect of
the arbitration agreement used minimum aspects of the procedural sections
in the arbitration agreement instead of analyzing the contract principles in
making its determination and ruling.

An arbitration agreement is matter of contract since it is grounded on
contract principles. The arbitration agreement that the Appellee is seeking
to enforce is matter of contract. The United States Supreme Court stated
that “generally applicable contract defenses, such as fraud, duress or
unconscionability may be applied to invalidate arbitration agreements...”
Doctor’s Associates, Inc. v. Casarotto, 517 U.S. 681, 687, 116 S. Ct. 1652,
L.ED. 2d 902 (1996). The Appellant is seeking to invalidate the arbitration
agreement on the grounds of unconscionability. The Appellee in its
arbitration agreement has included terms that is unjust, unreasonable and
unconscionable to be deemed enforceable.

An unconscionable bargain or contract has been defined as one
characterized by “extreme unfairness,” which is made evident by “(1) one
party’s lack of meaningful choice, and (2) contractual terms that
unreasonably favor the other party.” BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY (8%



ed. 2004). RESTATEMENT (SECOND) OF CONTRACTS §208 cmt. b
(1981) (observing that, “traditionally, a bargain was said to be
unconscionable in an action at law if it was ‘such as no man in his senses
and not under delusion would make on the one hand, and as no honest and
fair man would accept on the other”). One of the leading treaties on the law
of contracts describes what is meant by unconscionability”

“the concept of unconscionability was meant to counteract
two generic forms of abuses: the first of which relates
procedural deficiencies in the contract formation process,
such as deception or refusal to bargain over contract terms,
today often analyzed in terms of whether the imposed-upon
party had meaningful choice about whether and how to enter
the transaction; and the second of which relates to the
substantive contract terms to the substantive contract terms
themselves and whether those terms that impair the integrity
of the bargaining process or otherwise contravene the public
interest or public policy; terms (usually of an adhesion or
boilerplate nature) that attempt to alter in an impermissible
manner fundamental duties otherwise imposed by the law,
fine print terms or provisions that seek to negate the reasonable
expectations of the non-drafting party, or unreasonably and
unexpectedly harsh terms have nothing to do with price of
other central aspects of the transaction.”

8 Richard A. Lord, Williston on Contracts § 18:10 (4" ed. 1998).

The lower court did not review the arbitration agreement to determine if
the terms were that of adhesion. The court basically looked at the
procedure aspect of the agreement and made its determination that it was
fair.



a. Under District of Columbia’s Law This Court has Authority To
Determine Whether The Parties Are Bound By The Arbitration
Clause

The Appellant contends that the Court has the authority to determine
whether the Parties are bound by the arbitration agreement. The Appellant
contends that the lower court in its determination, failed to look at the
particular characteristics of both the procedural and substantive terms of the
contract in making its determination as to the unconscionability of the
arbitration agreement. The Appellant contends that the arbitration
agreement has many aspects of the agreement that was so one-sided in favor
of the Appellee as to be deemed unjust and that the court failed to consider
those aspects in its analyst.

Because the arbitrator’s authority derives from the consent of the
parties, it is the court’s responsibility to settle “the basic contractual
question” of whether “the parties are bound by a given arbitration clause.”
Hossain v. JMU Props., LLC 147 A.3d 816, 821 (D.C. 2016) quoting
Woodward v. JMU, Props., Ltd., Partnership v. Wulff; 868 A. 2d 860, 864
(D.C. 2005). Here, Appellant submits that “where the element of
unconscionability is present at the time a contract is made, the contract
should not be enforced.” Williams v. Walker-Thomas Furniture, Co., 350

F.2d 445, 449 (D.C. 1965). An agreement “may be unconscionable either

10



because of the manner in which it was made or because of [its] substantive
terms.” Urban Invs., Inc. v. Branham, 464 A. 2d 93, 99 (D.C. 1983)
quoting Bennett v. Fun & Fitness, Inc., 434 A. 2d 476, 480 (D.C. 1981), or
because of a combination of both. Jd. Thus, a party seeking to avoid an
agreement on the basis of unconscionability must prove both “an absence of
meaningful choice on the part of one of the parties and “contract terms
which are unreasonably favorable to the other party.” Williams v. Walker-
Thomas Furniture, supra, 350 F.2d at 449. But in “an egregious situation,
either one or the other may suffice.” Bennett, supra, 434 A.2d at 480 n. 4.

The Appellant will discuss this further below.

b. Appellant had no meaningful choice with respect to the
Arbitration agreement, thus rendering the contract
unconscionable
Appellant contends she had no meaningful choice with respect to the

agreement which she completed online and the terms set forth were
unreasonably favorable to Appellee. Furthermore, a substantial part of the

contract was so one-sidedly in favor of Appellant as to be egregiously
unfair. The Appellant contends that the following sections of the arbitration
agreement is one-sidedly in favor of the Appellee:
Section 2.1: This Section references the “Federal Arbitration Act”
as governing the transaction but there is no indication that Appellant

11



received a copy of the Act or any explanationas to what it meant. Apx
125,
Section 2.8: By prohibiting class action lawsuits or lawsuits in

representative capacity this section appears to impinge on Appellant’s

rights to bring a lawsuit in whatever capacity she so chooses. Recognizing

that the provision may be unconscionable, this clause states “if, for any
reason, any court with competent jurisdiction holds this restriction is
unconscionable or unenforceable, then our agreement in Section 2 to
arbitrate will not apply and the Dispute must be brought in court.” Apx
127-128

Section 4.7. This provision is unconscionable in that Appellee
arrogates exclusively to itselfthe right not to offer any refunds for “any
subscriptions purchased through the Services, exceptin its sole and
absolute discretion.” Apx 133

Section 4.8 This provision demonstrates the power relationship
between Appellee and Appellant insofar as it states “your receipt of an
electronic or other form of order confirmation does not signify our
acceptance of Your order, nor does it constitute confirmation of our offer
tosell.” Again, Appellee holds all the cards in this transaction. Apx 133

Section 4.9 This provision is titted NO RESPONSIBILITY TO

12
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